Recent research on verbal-nonverbal correspondence is evaluated, and conceptual, methodological, and applied issues regarding correspondence are addressed. Directions for research concerning the correspondence training procedure and extended applications are suggested.
the individual producing verbal cues in the absence of external cues for behavior. The other potential focus of correspondence training-the control of nonverbal behavior via monitoring of corresponding verbal behavior-also suggests certain maintenance and generalization strategies. Certain nonverbal behaviors may be maintained in situations where it is inconvenient or undesirable to monitor and reinforce such behavior continually. The more accessible corresponding verbal behavior could be the target of controlling influences with occasional correspondence "training trials" to maintain the verbalnonverbal correspondence. For example, parents might in this way influence their child's nonverbal behavior at some other time and/or outside the home. The purpose of the present paper is to examine the current status of research, conceptualization and application in correspondence training, and to suggest future directions. It is hoped that these suggestions will facilitate contributions to both the understanding and extended application of verbal-nonverbal correspondence.
Early Research
Applied research interest in correspondence proceeded from two strategies; (1) reinforcing changes in individuals' verbal behavior in hopes of thereby effecting changes in corresponding nonverbal behaviors or (2) "encouraging" indi-271 1978, ll. [271] [272] [273] [274] [275] [276] NUMBER 2 (SUMMER 1978) viduals to use their own verbal behaviors to change corresponding nonverbal behaviors. Early researchers investigated correspondence, that was presumed already to exist, from one or the other of these two approaches. Examples of the first strategy are attempts at verbal conditioning of aggressive acts, rate of verbal behavior, food preferences (Lovaas, 1961 (Lovaas, , 1964a , attention to toys (Sherman, 1964) , and the social behavior of retarded adults (Brodsky, 1967) . Research exemplifying the second strategy explored the effects of self-instructions on key, finger, and foot tapping (Bem, 1967; Birch, 1966; Meichenbaum and Goodman, 1969a, b) , and resistance to rule-breaking (Monahan and O'Leary, 1971; O'Leary, 1968) .
The two research strategies described above, reinforcement of verbal behavior and encouragement of self-instruction, both assume that some functional relationship exists between verbal and nonverbal behavior. Given that this relationship exists, increases in one category of behavior produce changes in the other category. The development of a functional correspondence between verbal and nonverbal behavior where it does not already exist, how this correspondence might be learned, and how persistent correspondence might be produced were not addressed.
While the above research investigated factors that influenced a presumed correspondence, Risley and Hart (1968) Since the publication of the Risley and Hart findings, several studies attempted both to extend the application of correspondence procedures and to clarify the processes by which efficient training can occur (Israel and O'Leary, 1973; Karoly and Dirks, 1977; Rogers-Warren and Baer, 1976) . The remainder of this paper attempts to explore issues related to the conceptualization of the correspondence process, current correspondence methodology and future directions for application and research.
Training Strategies
Instances of correspondence employed in existing research, and those that can be enumerated as important regarding future applications, can be categorized as one of two types defined by the sequence in which the target behaviors occur: verbal-nonverbal or nonverbal-verbal. The studies described in this paper have investigated one or both of these sequences. The authors express varying degrees of confidence as to whether these two procedurally different sequences reflect one process-verbal-nonverbal correspondence-or are two separate and not necessarily related sequences. Risley and Hart (1968) , who employed a nonverbal-verbal sequence, suggested that the "mechanism" by which their training procedure produced correspondence was a verbal control of nonverbal behavior. Given this assumption, Israel and O'Leary (1973) 
Types of Correspondence
From both an applied and logical perspective, given the absence of empirical evidence, a more cautious approach is also suggested. Several different instances of correspondence are possible. A child may learn to use verbal behavior to control nonverbal-motor behavior in the manner suggested by Luria. A child can be taught to state certain intentions and to follow through on them. An adult can come to control a child's nonverbal behavior by reinforcing the corresponding verbal behavior. Further, a child can be taught to report accurately on previous nonverbal behavior. All these are instances of correspondence, but may not "generalize" from one to the other. Each of these may have to be taught separately. The last instance, though descriptively a doing-saying sequence like those in the research described above, may be viewed by the child as different from other correspondence training and indeed may not contribute to acquisition of the presumed common process of verbal control of nonverbal behavior. In an applied sense, such skepticism seems desirable, in that it suggests that the socializing agent would be well advised purposefully to train all types of desired correspondence, thus not significantly relying on generalizations from one to the other.
Related to the issue of multiple forms of correspondence is the question of the focus of correspondence training. Is correspondence training intended to produce verbal control of nonverbal behavior? This is a focus on processes, such as increasing the production of verbal cues or mediators by the persons themselves or improving the controlling function of such mediators once produced. Alternatively, is the focus of correspondence training to allow control of less accessible nonverbal behavior by predominantly monitoring the corresponding verbal behavior alone? While these are not necessarily separate processes, prospects for a variety of effective applications and the current status of knowledge would seem to argue for retaining the facility, conceptually, both to separate and to integrate the two focuses.
The issue of the definition of correspondence is clearly of both methodological and conceptual concern. Descriptively, at least, two definitions of verbal-nonverbal correspondence are possible. Positive correspondence might be defined as the presence of both the verbal and nonverbal behaviors (saying X and doing X). The absence of both the verbal and nonverbal behavior (not saying X and not doing X) might be termed negative correspondence, though assuming that the absence of the two behaviors constitutes correspondence presents some logical-measurement difficulties. To date, experimental work in this area has employed the definition of correspondence herein labelled positive correspondence. A negative correspondence definition seems to have some applicability when a do-say sequence of behaviors is employed and the focus is on the "veracity" of the child's report. However, such a definition seems to be of little interest when a do-say sequence is employed but the focus of interest is the verbal control of nonverbal behavior. The negative correspondence definition also does not seem to be applicable to investigations employing a say-do sequence. An exception to this may be in future extensions that examine inhibitory verbalizations-"do not" sentences.
A related methodological issue is the choice of dependent variable to be reported. Both Risley and Hart (1968) and Rogers-Warren and Baer (1976) chose to present the percentage of children doing and the percentage of children saying the target behavior. Israel and O'Leary (1973) reported the percentage of children exhibiting correspondence. While reporting percentages of doing and saying is defensible on a number of grounds, the present author's preference remains for the later dependent measure. Employing the former measure permits possible distortion of results, especially during the period in which a correspondence is being acquired.
To take an extreme example; children A, B, C, and D say but do not do "X", while children E, F, G, and H do "X" but do not report it. This is graphed as 50% saying and 50% doing -the reader abstracts that half of the children exhibited correspondence, when in reality none did. Though in initial research it may have been important to demonstrate visually the initial "independence" of the verbal and nonverbal behaviors, sufficient support for this is now available. Furthermore, empirical support exists for conceptualizing the original verbal content phase as an experimental control procedure and not a necessary precursor to correspondence training (Israel and Brown, 1977 
